Abstract: Seduction doesn't really refer to love. In fact, it isn't at all directly related to love, but as the word's etymology suggests, it is an intellectual act that means "to lead on a different path", "to corrupt". Starting from this point and considering it in regard to the theatre performance and audience, our main purpose in this paper is to identify the elements involved in the process of seduction that takes place in the performance space, but also the role of each one of these elements. We will make a series of approaches on a theoretical level, involving some exercises in semiotics, in an attempt to reformulate the relation between the performance and the audience. This paper asserts that the performance is acting the part of the seducer and the audience is the one being seduced, but also that there is a secret involved in this relation, enlarging the aesthetical notions related to the theatre performance, through the relevant functions of desire and intimacy.
which seem to put aside its originary founction and point to themes that may have seemed inadequate in previous times. What makes us sure that seduction can be a subject related to theatre performance and can be placed in a discourse? It's just as simple as it looks -the idea of a simple relation with the other. So, we have in fact the idea of a complicated alterity which goes along with aesthetics that can be placed in terms of seduction.
We will tackle the issue of seduction in regard to the theatre performance from a philosophical point of view, without, however, using more philosophical discourse than what is strictly needed. Therefore, we will not start a serious philosophical interpretation of seduction, but we will confine ourselves to narrowing down the meaning of this notion and we will trace the premises that will allows us to throw it into play, that is its territorialization inside the theatre performance. Even putting the discourse of seduction inside the register of performing arts takes us to a primary sense of seduction, which is that of an intellectual act. It is time to clarify the terminology of this notion, so we will determine this perimeter on the Latin etymology of seduco, which means "to take apart", "to pull to one side", "to lead on a different path". Isolated from the receiver, the theatre performance postulates istself in the fixed frame of a single place, of one territory which invites to a journey. So, at this moment we are launching the interrogation on which we will return during our discussion: who has the role of the seducerthe audience or the performance? In an attempt to reformulate our question, our intention is to describe the connexion between the theatre performance and the audience, in the terms of who is seducing whom.
The subject of seduction is a complex issue. Scattered from the issue of love, seduction used for the conquest of love, and transferred to this perimeter of the theatre performance, and furthermore that of the spectacular itself, seduction claims from the very beginning a limitative regime. Whoever the seducer is -the theatre performance or the audience, we remain behind the act of seduction, more than that, we remain on the surface of things that do not allow us access, so it does not offer the possibility of a journey. Baudrillard theorized this surface of things by saying: "(...) Seduction is only possible through this vertigo of reversibility (which we also find in the anagram) that cancels any depth, any deep-seated operation: superficial vertigo, shallow abyss.
1 " Therefore, we have to establish a place inside this area, a continuity of our intentions in this "space of seduction". But the theatre performance as a common place for reflections on meaning and semnifications comes into play. First of all, we will say that the theatre performance is directly related to the audience, but adds to this combinatorial relation a third one -the action. What we have here is not just a simple relation of alterity, a conjugation of a self, an element defining the audience as an effervescent essence with the role of generating the meaning of the Other, as the audience is the sum of individualities. We believe that the theatre performance depends on the creation of a thought-action, produced in an intellectual way. Only this makes possible the appearance of seduction, understood, as we said at the beginning, as an intellectual act.
Seduction becomes master over the conditions of appearance, therefore the possibility of a strategy makes things happen in those conditions of appearance, and has them preserved in such a way. But the theatre performance is the frame that produces the spectacular, and along with it also the things brought to the audience in the intention of a fixed meaning. This production, or source of the audience is what makes possible the theatre performance as a play of appearances in front of the audience.
If we will think about the relation performance-audience in terms of a relation of seduction triggered by the former, we can question the ways in which this seduction takes place. First, we can think of a whole aesthetic that the theatre performance has and offers as a ready-made. But, if we discuss about seduction, for certain there must be a seducer, and this is not an absent or inert one, placed in the position of being unable to start an action. The seducer is the one who very carefully triggers his actions and makes the seduction happen.
We may wonder whether theatre, in its evolutionary stage, and the conscious connection to the social stages in which it was situated, has preserved as an inner force only the expression of a reality and led to a volatile stratification of the mysterious itself. We are referring to one kind of stratification in the sense of a closer match to exclusion, elimination. But eliminating the mysterious from the series of theatre's constituent elements can lead us to the idea that theatre seduces for the sake of seduction. It seduces because it wants to seduce. But even if we move forward in our thinking on seduction in relation to theatre in this way, our equation lacks an essential element that is associated with seduction, namely the secret.
The secret is constituted as an essential element in the seducer's relation to the seduced. In the absence of a secret, we will only take into consideration what is on the surface 2 of things, only the appearance of things. But eliminating the secret from the theatre performance would mean presenting the performance on stage only with a multitude of meanings. We can say that there is nothing wrong with this action, it can easily be noticed that everywhere today there is a search for a meaning. But Baudrillard drew another danger to our attention, one that is linked to this generalized desire to produce meaning, namely to suffocate for reason and ultimately to die for it.
At this point, we will be able to identify, at least in the economy of this stage of our discourse, the relation between theatre performance and audience such as an egalitarian, uniform, and flat one. The only major difference is that one element from this relation is the seducer, the theatre perfomance, and the other one is being seduced, the audience. If we will proceed to make an effort to get rid of that aesthetic ensemble of the theatre performance that we were talking about in the beginning, we will find ourselves in the face of a sudden situation which allows a possible transfer. In other words, if the theatre performance doesn't put in an aesthetic key the multitude of symbols it puts in front of the audience, then the audience will witness an act which is barely different from the spectacle of life. But what comes out on the surface of things, thus identifying a common place of reflections and impressions on a theatre performance, is the way the audience thinks about the performance.
In the absence of an initial intention, our approach has reached a turning point. To overcome this moment, clarification is needed just like one needs a clear light to point out the right path hidden inside a dark forest. If we said before that in this game of appearances we have mentioned at one point, we are able to identify a way the audience shows their feelings and ideas about the theatre performance, we cannot say the same about the roles indicated (and assumed) by those placed in relation, as the seduced-audience is under the "empire" of a decisive decision that belongs to the seducer. How could seduction be practiced by the seduced? His role is well determined, he must be the one who is being seduced, as an extension of a correspondance, we are tempted to believe that he suspects that someone is trying to seduce him, that someone is following him.
We can refer to the theatre performance as having seductive power. This type of power can be multiplied and amplified with every performance. We can distinguish between a symbolic power and an aesthetic power 5 , which is put in action on the audience. The power of the seducer, or in our analogy the power of theatre performance practiced on the audience, has to be as articulated as possible, and has to leave some traces behind. The relation that is set in the perimeter of the performance-audience act of seduction is followed by the subsequent reflection of the audience upon this act. Everything is consumed in this game of the audience's ideas that continues in a certain after of the performance, in an undefined aposteriori horizon. The audience will seek to unravel the secret of the performance, and this search seems to begin when the performance is over.
However, the seducer is perfecting his seduction and keeps the seducer with him, having placed his mark upon him, as a trace in Derrida's philosophy. This footprint, the configurations of which are decisive for the audience (the seduced), is what makes the idea of the performance (the seducer) to continue further, after the performance has ended. The trace itself is hard to erase, it is actually l'indecidable from Derrida's philosophy. It will take the place of an indecisive such as Derridean mark, or an ineffable one that always seeks a self-explanation and to be explained to others.
Postulating the secret in the whirlwind of seduction leads us to the idea that the seducer acts on the seduced having the advantage of abandoning him, an inevitable leaving behind. The theatre performance attracts in the first instance on the level of appearances. Undoubtedly, even children are attracted to the idea of a theatre performance, without knowing the action or having any knowledge on the cultural act that is involved. It is another type of relation here, the one that involves a certain level of amplification of this appearance, which is indeed a redoubtable weapon of the seducer. But then, what will catch the attention and will bring the pleasure of watching the theatre performance is attracting the audience into the nets of this seduction, an act that they were not aware of, nor did they even suspect. Without knowing it, the audience is taken on another path, subtly and pleasantly, and this can be, as we have said earlier, a prime sense of seduction. Driven on this path, in the sense of an cancels seduction. For more informations see Soren Kierkegaard, Works. Vol I, Danish translation, introduction and notes by Ana-Stanca Tabarasi, Humanitas Publishing House, Bucharest, 2008. unexpected journey, the surprise and questions are surmounted to the audience, although they are not connected immediately, but they are waiting for the moment of abandonment, that disappearance in order to reappear, in such an unexpected way.
The relation performance-audience is fractured by the episode of a certain disappearance, but only for the moment. The fracture is not definitive and will not lead in any case to a total loss. Like any seducer, the whirling of the seduced is skillfully driven and it is meant to produce the desire to be seduced. The audience will not come soon out from this territory of a permanent seduction that the performance is exercising on him. Returning to the example of children who are not connected to a cultural act in a way that allows them to have a full understanding of it as a whole, a certain degree of partiality being involved from the beginning in this relation, we can propose now the idea that the performance starts from that moment to increase its seductive action, which will at some point put its relation with the spectator in a disposition to "grow-up".
We reach at this point another concept that is essential to the theme of seduction, namely desire. Desire is devalued and even cancelled by seduction. There are hyper-used expressions in day to day life, such as "I go to the theatre for pleasure", which we know and we will not apply here an extension of its significance, although there is something to be said about bringing desire to the forefront. It is really desire that should be missing in the seducer-seduced relation. Under no circumstances can we talk about a juxtaposition of meanings, or a synonymical function, of the terms desire and seduction. Baudrillard outlines this distinction very clearly.
The seducer knows very well that his action is not a desire. Therefore, by returning to our analogy, the performance is not the factor that has only certain aesthetic forms designed to produce pleasure, to which the desire corresponds as well to seduction. The desire connected to the performance is not what is valued at any moment in the relation with the receiver. The aesthetic is important, even essential in the economy of the affects implicated in this relation and fixes its territory. This territory, thus configured, can have a whole range of forms and modes of expression that are in the intention of telling the receiver something, communicating something to the audience. But even this process is fractured in its interior, it is not perfect, and therefore it will not say everything, it doesn't exhaust.
The audience has to solve the issue of the remanent category. He remains engaged in a relation in which absence, eschew, metamorphosis are placed in a real strategy. Without knowing it, the audience is stunned at every step and is confused by the instincts of their own meanings that they give to the performance. Returning to Baudrillard, seduction is a "(...) strategy of absence, escape, and metamorphosis. Virtualization of unlimited substitution, unrelated chaining. To confuse, to put traps that scatter the records, which ruin the order of things and the order of the real, which ruins the order of desire. To overcome the appearances, to reach the empty and strategic core of things."
7
The grounded relation of the theatre performance with the audience is centered on the occupation of well-defined roles, the dynamic correspondence of which involves a certain type of order in action. The seducer triggers his first action, and the seduced is for long time absent in this action. He is seduced and he cannot oppose this act. But for both of them, the seducer and the seduced, the question of desire becomes the practice of a philosophy of the exterior. None of the two will design in their intention desire, both of them took a wife and they had retreated to a secret place where they were both for a hundred years divine." Cf Jean Baudrillard, op. cit., p. 52, sqq 7 Idem, p. 53 know that this will lead to a total loss.
8 Therefore, the order of actions being defined, it is important not to seek for desirei, which should not venture into the audience-spectator relation.
Seduction inevitably relates to another aspect, namely intimacy. The performance translates it into the total factuality of intimacy. But this intimacy also claims its own territory of action that surprises the audience and replaces him in his own absence. Once obliterated to the daily performance, the audience is offered an assembling frame of elements related to another reality built on the axes of this generated intimacy. However, audience is still out of seduction, is put in front of different aesthetic signs that awaken the possibility of irreversibility. Just thinking of the irreversible, the audience has the projection of an intimacy of the performance. From here begins the search for the audience, the seduced, who desires from now on to have primacy. We will make an analogy here again, and we will refer to the theoretical note of Jankelevitch's 9 special finesse.
8 "(...) The same thing with the desire inside seduction: never to take the initiative of desire, as never to have the intiative of the attack. The first one who attacks is lost; the first one who desires is lost. Do not ever oppose your desire for the other's desire, but instead aim, along with appearances, or catch it in your own capacity. For seduction, desire does not exist. Like the gamble for the player. He is at most what makes the game possible: a stake. He is what must be seduced, like all others, as God, as the law, as the truth, as the unconscious, as the real. All these things exist only in that short moment in which we conjure them to be alive; they only live through the defiance that we are addressing, namely seduction, which opens in front of them this sublime gulf in which they will collapse unceasingly, in a last glimpse of reality." Idem, p. 53, sqq. 9 "... If only a certain experience, one alone, could literally reproduce in our lived life, we could conclude that becoming, at least at the moment of this experience, ceased to become and began to come back, that the past, for once, resurrected as another present-not as an overprinting over-iconic image over the reality present or submerged unconsciously in the unconscious, but as a primordial intermingling inextricably mixed with the second in the polyphonic mass of the present past and which would transpire through the superficial colors of the actuality; this would mean that a man, unequivocally in the world here, has seen the ineffable miracle of being and being together, and living twice at the same time. If at least, either immediately or after a longer or less lengthy period, what has already been experienced might return to us in the flesh and bone would have given us the hope of breaking the temporality and irreversibility. It is enough for a single event to be repeated in history once, only once, once and for all!" Cf. Vladimir Jankelevitch, Irreversible and Nostalgia, translation Intimacy and exteriority are caught on the same plane at the begining of the performance. Once the action is triggered, the extimate function disappears; leaving a place to seduction to make its game, which excludes this out of it. The intimate exoneration opposes the exacerbation of the exteriority. A whole experience of the audience will be restrained on the basis of an internal amplification of the state of the performance. The performance becomes both the place where the seduction takes place, but also the role assumed of the seducer itself.
In the end, we will focus on another aspect of the audience's status, that is, of the seduced before the seduction took place. The theatre hall is one of the instruments of seduction that belongs to the seducer and we can say that, without a doubt, the audience, in fact the-one-who-will-be-in-the-role-of-theaudience is transferred to this tracking geography. All the actions that will be triggered by the seducer will be restrained on him and will bring him on stage as a character. In fact, a relation of double necessity is based -on the one hand, the seducer (the performance) needs his victim (the audience) in the gear of his territory and on the other hand, the seduced person needs to be present there for empathy with the qualities of that territory.
Seduction argues in this case an identifiable loss of the individual's social role. We are talking about a loss which is played on the firmament of a temporary disolution. Being so amplified, the act of seduction by its own exercise from the seducer leads to its ineluctability, while those aestheticizing forms juxtaposed to a seductive instrument, in this case a theatre hall, will be victorious and will provide the pleasure of the seduced, in our terms, the audience.
In this attempt to identify the roles involved in a relation of seduction, in correspondance with the notions of "performance" and "audience", we have determined the supposed endings of the act of seduction that we see as inevitable in this relationship. We conclude by saying that the relation between the performance and the audience implies, in a framework of analogy, the by Vasile Tonoiu, afterword by Cornel Mihai Ionescu, Univers Enciclopedic Publishing House, Bucharest, 1998, p. 36 sqq 
